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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

L Introduction : 

Claims 1, 3, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17 are amended herein. Claims 1-17 are 
currently pending. Applicants acknowledge the Examiner's allowance of claims 5, 6, 

10, and 14, and the subject matter of claims 3 and 4. 

11. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 101 : 

The specification has been amended to specify that a carrier wave that carries the 
code across the network is an example of a transmission medium. 

Claims 9-12 are therefore believed to comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 

101. 

III. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 102 : 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 9, 13, and 17 based on Applicants' 
Background of the Invention. The Background describes conventional Fast Reroute 
techniques. A problem with conventional Fast Reroute arises in that a single failed link 
or node may carry a large number of protected LSPs and therefore a large number of 
entries corresponding to the forwarding equivalence classes forwarding over those 
protected LSPs. A switchover may therefore require rewriting a large number of 
entries. The rewrite process itself thus becomes a limiting factor to achieving desired 
switchover times. If, for example, one thousand entries must be rewritten in response to 
the failure of a single link and each entry rewrite requires 150 microseconds, the 
switchover process will consume 150 milliseconds during which service will be 
interrupted. This level of delay is unacceptable. 
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Claims 1, 9, 13, and 17 have been amended to clarify that it is determined if a 
forwarding interface identified by a first forwarding table entry is protected by an active 
backup tunnel and adjacency information for the active backup tunnel has not yet been 
included in the entry. In this case, a look-up is performed in a second forwarding table 
to retrieve adjacency information for the active backup tunnel and the packet is 
forwarded in accordance with the adjacency information retrieved from the second 
forwarding table. 

In contrast to conventional Fast Reroute, Applicants' invention, as set forth in 
the claims, uses a two-stage look-up process which is employed while the forwarding 
table is rewritten. In this way, a large number of LSPs may be accommodated on the 
same protected link or node without any increase of switchover time. Packet handling 
performance is compromised only during the brief intervals required to rewrite 
forwarding tables. 

Accordingly, claims 1-2, 9, 13, and 17 are submitted as patentable. 

IV. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 : 

The Examiner cites the Applicants' Background of the Invention and U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2003/0110287 (Mattson) with regard to claims 7-8, 11-12, and 
15-16. 

Mattson discloses a fast recovery method that includes defining a switchback 
LSP from an intermediate node of a primary LSP to a first node and configuring the 
intermediate node to switch a packet to the switchback LSP upon detection of a failure 
in a portion of the primary LSP downstream of the intermediate node. The first node is 
then configured to switch to the backup LSP any packet received on the switchback LSP 
(see, Fig. 2). 

Claims 7, 11, and 15 have been amended to clarify that the first and second 
forwarding tables are stored at the forwarding device. 
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In contrast to Applicants' invention, Mattson transforms label stacks at multiple 
devices in order to transmit a packet to a switchback and backup LSP. Mattson does not 
show or suggest forwarding packets assigned to a primary tunnel via a backup tunnel 
based on a look-up in a first forwarding table followed by a look-up in a second 
forwarding table, with both look-up tables located at the forwarding device. 

Accordingly claims 7-8, 11-12, and 15-16 are submitted as patentable over 
Mattson. 

V. Conclusion : 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants believe that all of the pending claims are 
in condition for allowance and should be passed to issue. If the Examiner feels that a 
telephone conference would in any way expedite the prosecution of the application, 
please do not hesitate to call the undersigned at (408) 399-5608. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Cindy S. Kaplan 
Reg. No. 40,043 




P.O. Box 2448 



Saratoga, CA 95070 
Tel: 408-399-5608 
Fax: 408-399-5609 
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